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IN THE UTAH COURT OF APPEALS
STATE OF UTAH,
BRIEF OF APPELLANT
APPELLANT
NOT IN CUSTODY

Plaintiff/Appellee,
v.
JEREMIAH ANDERSON

Case # 20070936-CA

Defendant/Appellant.
BRIEF OF APPELLANT

JURISDICTION AND NATURE OF PROCEEDINGS
This is an appeal from a Final Judgement and Commitment in the Eighth District Court,
Roosevelt City, the Honorable Judge John R. Anderson presiding. The conviction was for three
counts of Lewdness in Front of a Child, Class A Misdemeanors, violations of Utah Code Ann. §
76-9-702.5.
This Court has jurisdiction over this matter pursuant to Rule 26 of the Utah Rules of
Criminal Procedure, Rule 3(a) of the Utah Rules of Appellate Procedure, and Utah Code 78-2a3(2).
STATEMENT OF ISSUE PRESENTED ON APPEAL
AND STANDARD OF APPELLATE REVIEW
Mr. Anderson asserts that there was insufficient evidence to convict him of this crime, or
in the alternative all three counts of the crime. In a bench trial this Court will only reverse the
Court's adjudication of guilt if the appellant can establish that such a ruling was against the clear
weight of the evidence. Spanish Fork City v. Brvan. 975 P.2d 501 (Utah Ct. App. 1999).
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"[I]n considering an insufficiency-of-evidence claim, we review the evidence and all
inferences drawn therefrom in a light most favorable to the verdict." State v. Honie. 57 P.3d 977
(Utah 2002). Upon review, "we determine only whether sufficient competent evidence was
admitted to satisfy each element of the charge [ and] whether sufficient evidence was before the
jury to enable it to find, beyond a reasonable doubt, that the defendant committed the crime."
Home.
CONSTITUTIONAL PROVISIONS. STATUTES. AND RULES
Any relevant text of constitutions, statutory provisions, or rules referenced in this brief
and pertinent to the issues now before the court on appeal are contained herein or attached to this
brief.
STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Mr. Anderson was charged with Lewdness Involving a Child, a violation of Utah Code
Annotated §76-9-702.5, Class A Misdemeanor ( Docket #1, Eighth Judicial District Court, Case
No. 071000129). It is unclear from the citation if it included three counts or one. Mr. Anderson
entered a written Not Guilty Plea and Mr. Mark A. Besendorfer entered his appearance as trial
counsel.
On May 16, 2007 an Information was filed naming four defendants; Stephanie Lynn
Anderson, her husband Jeremiah Anderson, Danell Parker and her husband Christopher Parker
(Docket # 11-20). The Information charged each of the co-defendants with three counts of
Lewdness Involving a Child. The statute quoted provides: " Lewdness Involving a Child (1169),
a class a misdemeanor, in Roosevelt City, Duchesne County, State of Utah in violation of Utah
Code Annotated §76-9-702.5, as follows: That Jeremiah LeGrand Anderson, on or about April 2,
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2007, under circumstances not amounting to (listing the exceptions to the statute), intentionally
or knowingly did the following to, or in the presence of a child who was under 14 years of age:
(a) exposed his genitals, the female breast below the top of the areola, the buttocks, the anus or
the pubic area: (i) in a public place; or (ii) in a private place: (A) under circumstances the person
should know will likely cause affront or alarm; or (B) with the intent to arouse or gratify the
sexual desire of the actor or the child; or (b) performed any other act of lewdness" (Docket # 17
& 16). Mr. Anderson was charged with Count I, II, and III for the dates of April 2, 2007. An
additional Count IV charged the same statutory violation but listed the date of the offense as
"during the Spring of 2006" (Docket # 16).
On September 25, 2007 Mr. Besendorfer, Mr. Anderson's trial attorney, waived the jury
and asked for a Bench Trial on the case (Docket #37). The other three defendants pled to
reduced charges and/or pleas in Abeyance on the case. Mr. Anderson was the only defendant to
proceed to trial and the Trial Judge, the Honorable John R. Anderson, found Mr. Anderson guilty
on all three counts involving the date of April 2, 2007 but not guilty of count IV for the "Spring
of 2006" violation (Docket # 39).
A Motion to Amend the Information was filed prior to trial amending the date of the
offense to April 1, 2007 rather than April 2, 2007 (Docket # 35).

At sentencing on November

8, 2007, the Court sentenced Mr. Anderson to 365 days in jail, suspending 245 days. Mr.
Anderson was to serve his 120 days in jail beginning on November 23, 2007, pay a fine,
successfully complete two years of supervised probation, register as a sex offender and comply
with all other standard conditions of release (Docket # 49-50).
A Notice of Appeal, Substitution of Counsel for Appeal purposes only, a Certificate of
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Probable Cause and a Motion for a Stay of Sentence was filed on November 19, 2007 by
Appellate Counsel Julie George (Docket # 54-67). The Motion was opposed by the prosecution
and although the Court signed the Order for Stay (Docket # 81), by the date of the Court Order
Mr. Anderson was already serving his jail sentence. Appellate counsel sought a thirty day initial
extension for filing the brief based on Rule 26 of the Utah Rules of Appellate Procedure and
Rule 11 for time to Supplement the Record on Appeal on the basis that the majority of the lower
Court record (the CD of evidence used in the prosecution's case) was not transmitted as an
official Record on Appeal to this Court. Counsel was granted an extension of time up to an
including August 11, 2008. Counsel then sought a four day extension of time in which to
finalize the printing, binding and electronic copying of the brief to this Court and the parties. Mr.
Anderson was incarcerated from November 23, 2007 for 120 days and is now out of custody.
STATEMENT OF THE FACTS
The facts relevant to the issues presented on appeal are based in part on the testimony of
the witnesses and a video tape of the incident. The specific file of the video tape belonging to a
co-defendant, Mr. Parker (the video tape did not belong to Mr. Anderson and was recorded and
owned by Mr. Parker) is the last video file, tape time 27:00 to the end of the tape. j
Based on the testimony of the mother of three minor children, it was found that the three
children, M.P., D.P. and T.P.2 had been on a weekend visitation with their father, Mr. Parker, and

j

The video tape was made by Mr. Parker, belonged to him, and was recorded on a tape
that possessed files of Mr. Parker-not Mr. Anderson. The tape was seized pursuant to a search
warrant executed on Mr. Parker's home and the video camera of Mr. Parker. Only the last file on
the tape-with a time of 27:00 to the end of the tape is relevant to this appeal.
2

Only the initials of the children are used in this brief as they are victims of an age that as
minors- their identity- unless otherwise ordered, should be protected.
4

were upset when they returned to their mother (Transcript of October 2, 2007 Bench Trial, case
No. 071000129, Pages 14-18). The mother determined that the children were exposed to
inappropriate conduct by the four named defendants and she contacted law enforcement. Based
on an interview of the children the police determined that the conduct of the defendants may be
recorded on a video recorder used on the date of the offense (Transcript, page # 25). The police
executed a search warrant on the home of Mr. Parker and obtained the video recorder and tape
(Transcript, page # 24). Officer Lemon then went to the Anderson home where he interviewed
Mr. & Mrs. Anderson about the allegations. Mr. Anderson told the officer that he had not
exposed his [genitals] at the residence (Transcript, page #38).
The original tape was not put into evidence in the case, however, a copy made by another
police officer, Ammon Manning, was used in the trial (Transcript, page #40). There is no date or
record on the CD used in the trial as to when the recording was made (Transcript, page #40).
Officer Lemon was questioned by Mr. Besendorfer as follows: "But looking at that the
orientation of Mr. Anderson is he is seated behind his wife and she and they are both facing away
from the house and where the trampoline was isn't that correct?" Officer Lemon replies, " that's
correct" (Transcript, page #42). Officer Lemon clarifies that according to his view of the tape
(he did not go to the home to investigate the scene) that the trampoline is to the left of the
house-implying that although Mr. Anderson was between his wife and the house, the trampoline
was still visible (Transcript, page #42).
T.P., the seven year old child testified that she could not remember what happened that
day that up-set her (Transcript, page #47). The Court then interjected and stated, "T., tell the
truth and nobody can hurt you and I'll see to that, okay?" (Transcript, page #47). T. Then
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testified, 'That my dad and them were showing their bad spots and that's what really upsetted
[sic] me" (Transcript, page 48). T. Could not remember if Mr. Anderson was there or not
(Transcript, page #48). T. Further testified that, "I seen them showing down there and
everywhere" (Transcript, page #49).
D.P. testified that he was ten years old at the time of trial, that on the date of offense he
observed, "That my dad and them were showing their privates and that" (transcript, page #53).
He further testified that he was on the trampoline with his two sisters at the time that the acts
occurred. Although he did not know Mr. Anderson's name, he did identify him as being at the
house during the offense (Transcript, page #54). D.P. testified that he observed the two women
(Mrs. Anderson and Mrs. Parker) and "That they were pulling up their shirts and that"
(Transcript, page #55). The prosecutor asked,"Who was showing their privates?" and D.P.
answered, " All of them except for Tom and Dan." (Transcript, page #56).
D.P., on cross examination by Mr. Besendorfer, clarified that as he had stated in his
interview at the Children's Justice Center, he had observed Mrs. Anderson pull her shirt up and
then he turned his head away and did not see anything else (Transcript, page #59-61).
M.P. testified that she was twelve years old at the time of the trial and that she had been at
the house, on the trampoline, the night of the offense (Transcript, page #66). M.P. testified that
she was upset that, "They were pulling their shirts up and that" (Transcript, page #66).
Additionally, M.P. testified that she saw her dad and Jeremy Anderson pulling down their pants a
couple of times (Transcript, page #68). When questioned by Mr. Besendorfer about whether or
not she could have seen the men pull their pants down because she had turned away, M.P.
testified, " ..I kept turning my head....I did see some" (Transcript, page #70).
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At the close of the city's case, before the defense presented its case, the Court heard
argument from the parties and ruled to dismiss Count IV (Transcript, page #77). The Court ruled
that, 'There's no question that I don't think this was - any of this was done to arouse or gratify
anybody, but I think the defendant should know or reasonably have knowledge that these kids
were present and the testimony of the two girls was that he did pull his pants down and show his
pubic area. I don't care if its on the video or not" (Transcript, page # 77-78).
Lloyd Calvert testified that he was there the night of the offense and he was sitting
between the house and the Andersons who were sitting across from him at the picnic table.
Calvert testified that when Mrs. Anderson lifted up her shirt she was facing away from the house,
away from Calvert and he could not see her breasts, just that she was lifting up her shirt
(Transcript, page #78, 83-86). However, Calvert also testified that he saw no children outside
that night and only observed them when he went inside the house (Transcript, page #84). On
cross-examination Calvert testified that he had no idea where the children were that night-if they
were in the house, on the trampoline or where they were (Transcript, page #89).
Officer Jared Reary testified that he conducted the initial interviews of the three children
at the Children's Justice Center (Transcript, page #91-92). The officer testified that at the
interview the day after the offense, T.P. was asked about the adults showing their "bad spots".
T.P. referred to the spots as bad or gross spots and told the officer that she did not see the spots
because she had turned her head (Transcript, page #93).
Officer Reary also interviewed M.P. on the day after the incident. At the questioning of
Officer Reary regarding whether or not she saw the underwear of the men, M.P. stated, "I just
saw them pulling down their pants so I hurried and turned my head." (Transcript, page #94 of the
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transcript of the CJC interview, page #7). At issue was whether or not M P . was able to see Mr.
Anderson's genitals. However, M.P. stated both in her direct testimony, cross-examination and
through Officer Reary's interview that she just saw the pants pulled down, she could not
remember if she saw underwear or not. Officer Reary testified that neither of the two children he
interviewed ever stated that they saw the genitals of Mr. Anderson (Transcript, page #95).
After closing arguments by both counsel the Court found Mr. Anderson guilty of the three
remaining counts, I, II, & III one for each child for his conduct that night. The Court ruled, "
According to Tom [Lloyd] Calvert's testimony the Andersons weren't even there when he got
there or they left. It's entirely possible that in a situation like this they just made a run to buy
more beer or more ice and returned. I didn't hear any testimony about that. I haven't really seen
a diagram of how the house and the tramp and the picnic table were situated or at what angles,
but it would seem to me that there's no question about it all three of these kids knew what was
going on and I think there was testimony from the boy- it was the boy or one of the girls-that
described in particular how he could see that. He was there and the person exposing their breasts
or their genital areas was at a 90 degree angle to him. He didn't have his back turned. That's
what the young boy said. Was it the boy or one of the girls? The boy, yeah, intentionally or
knowingly did the following to or in the presence of a child. The presence of a child is key to
this. Some say they saw it for a moment and turned their heads; some say they covered their
faces; that these kids knew by their presence what these adults were doing. I didn't hear any
specific proof except one of the witnesses testified that Mr. Anderson and the other- one of the
guys showed their genitals or dropped their pants. I don't even need to find that. I think the fact
that the breasts were removed, held by his hands, and were licked probably covers it. Exposed
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his genitals, the female breast. It doesn't say whose breast." (Transcript, page# 115-116). The
Court then ruled that the City had met its's burden and found Mr. Anderson guilty of Counts I, II,
& III and imposed the guilty adjudication for all of the three counts.
SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT
Mr. Anderson asserts that based on the testimony of the three children present at the time
of the incident and the evidence presented on the video tape (Plaintiffs Exhibit # 1; time 27:00
to end) that there is insufficient evidence to convict him of the crimes charged.
Mr. Anderson bases this assertion on the facts that he believes are in the record to show
that at no time did he ever expose his genitals to any child or while in the presence of a child.
Furthermore, Mr. Anderson asserts that when his wife's breast was exposed it was not done to
gratify sexual desire-as was determined not to be the case by the trial court-it was a stupid act
that although was inappropriate, also was not done with a knowing or intentional mind set to
affront or alarm the children. Indeed, the tape indicates the adult exposing herself did so after
she turned away from the house and the trampoline where the children had been playing.
ARGUMENT
MR. ANDERSON ASSERTS THAT THERE WAS INSUFFICIENT
EVIDENCE TO FIND HIM GUILTY OF THREE COUNTS OF LEWDNESS
INVOLVING A MINOR.
Mr. Anderson asserts that while the conduct of he and his wife and friends was wholly
inappropriate, his personal actions do not rise to the level of the statutory definition of Lewdness
Involving a Child. The statute specifically states, "intentionally or knowingly did the following
to, or in the presence of a child who was under 14 years of age: (a) exposed his genital, the
female breast below the top of the areola, the buttocks, the anus or the pubic area: (i) in a public
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place; or (ii) in a private place: (A) under circumstances the person should know will likely
cause affront or alarm; or (B) with the intent to arouse or gratify the sexual desire of the actor or
the child; or (b) performed any other act of lewdness"
Mr. Anderson asserts that the whole basis of his defense was that he did not expose his
genitals at all. The three children were not specific about ever seeing his genitals. M.P. testified
that she saw him pull his pants down. T.P. was less specific and her testimony in court seven
months after the offense was different than her Children's Justice Center interview where she did
not indicate that she saw Mr. Anderson pull his pants down or expose his genitals.
Mr. Anderson further asserts that the exposure of his wife's breast was not done in a way
that he knew would likely cause affront or alarm. Mr. Anderson asserts that based on the
testimony of the witnesses and the video clip that he was not engaging in behavior that he
believed the children were witnessing. Mr. Calvert testified that the exposure of the breasts
happened when Mrs. Anderson was turned away from the house and the trampoline and that
although he could see a shirt being lifted-he could not see her breasts.
Mr. Anderson asserts that there is insufficient evidence for the Court to have found that he
dropped his pants. Such an act is not on the video clip. Furthermore, he asserts that there is no
evidence-from the video tape clip or from any of the three children that he ever exposed his
genitals to anyone. The statement from M.P. that her dad and Mr. Anderson pulled down their
pants is insufficient on its own to support the conviction based on that section of the statute.
Second, Mr. Anderson asserts that there is insufficient evidence to establish that he
exposed his wife's breast or that he did so knowing that he would cause affront or alarm to the
children. The actions of the women and the men in the video indicate that they turned away from
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the house where the trampoline was sitting when the breast exposure occurred. A slowed viewing
of the tape clip from timed space 27:00 indicates that when the video of the breast exposure was
been filmed, the body of Mrs. Anderson was turned so that her back was to the trampoline. Mr.
Anderson asserts that if indeed the children did see the breast of Mrs. Anderson, that he did not
participate in such a way to cause a knowing act to affront or alarm. Reckless behavior is not
sufficient to establish guilt under this statute. The statute specifically states that the conduct must
be intentional and knowing-to cause affront or alarm or to satisfy a sexual desire. The Court
clearly held that the acts were not done to gratify a sexual desire (Transcript, page # 77). Indeed
the Court stated, "There's no question that I don't think this was - any of this was done to arouse
or gratify anybody, but I think the defendant should know or reasonably have knowledge that
these kids were present.." The element of mens rea for this crime is intentional or knowing that
the act will cause affront or alarm. The evidence presented, in Mr. Anderson's view, is that all
that was established was a reckless disregard for the presence of the children. He further asserts
that such reckless behavior is insufficient to find guilt beyond a reasonable doubt that he
intentionally or knowingly caused the children to be affronted or alarmed.
M

[I]n considering an insufficiency-of-evidence claim, we review the evidence and all

inferences drawn therefrom in a light most favorable to the verdict." State v. Honie, 57 P.3d 977
(Utah 2002). "We reverse a jury verdict only when the evidence, so viewed, is sufficiently
inconclusive or inherently improbable such that reasonable minds must have entertained a
reasonable doubt that the defendant committed the crime for which he or she was convicted."
State v. Dunn, 850 P.2d 1201, 1212 (Utah 1993). Upon review, "we determine only whether
sufficient competent evidence was admitted to satisfy each element of the charge[ and]
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whether sufficient evidence was before the jury to enable it to find, beyond a reasonable doubt,
that the defendant committed the crime." Honie.
"'When reviewing a bench trial for sufficiency of evidence, we must sustain the trial
court's judgment unless it is against the clear weight of the evidence, or if the appellate court
otherwise reaches a definite and firm conviction that a mistake has been made.'" Spanish Fork
City v. Bryan, 975 P.2d 501 (Utah Ct. App. 1999) (citation omitted). "However, 'before we can
uphold a conviction it must be supported by a quantum of evidence concerning each element of
the crime as charged from which the [fact finder] may base its conclusion of guilt beyond a
reasonable doubt.'" State v. Larsen, 999 P.2d 1252 (Utah Ct. App. 2000)(quoting Bryan, 1999 UT
App 61 atf5).
Mr. Anderson asserts that the Court's finding that he knowingly or intentionally exposed
his genitals is not a finding that can be made by the clear weight of the evidence-beyond a
reasonable doubt. Furthermore, the act of Mrs. Anderson lifting her shirt and exposing her breast
while her back was turned to the house and the area where the children were playing is not
Lewdness Involving a Child on the part of Mr. Anderson. Indeed the tape and the testimony
indicate that the parties to the offense had turned away from the viewing area of the children and
although, as the Court stated, the children knew something was going on-that is not sufficient
evidence to show that Mr. Anderson knowingly or intentionally acted lewd in front of the
children. Mr. Anderson asserts that although his behavior was wholly inappropriate-he did not
knowingly or intentionally engage in behavior that was proven at trial to satisfy each element of
the charge.
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CONCLUSION
Mr. Anderson respectfully requests that this Court vacate his conviction in the trial court
and remand his case to the trial court for further action.
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this J_<£_ day of

_£ju^Jz_, 2008.

APPELLATE ATTORNEY
Attorney for Jeremiah Anderson, Appellant

MAILING CERTIFICATE
I hereby certify that I hand-delivered or mailed, first class postage prepaid, a true and
correct copy of the foregoing Appellant's Brief to:
ROOSEVELT CITY PROSECUTOR
72 NORTH 300 EAST (123-14)
ROOSEVELT, UTAH 84066
DATED THIS

DAY OF

2008.
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EXHIBIT A
NOTICE OF APPEAL

JULIE GEORGE #6231
Attorney for Defendant
29 South State Street, Suite 7
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111
Telephone: (801) 322-1751
Facsimile: (801) 359-4258
IN THE EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT,
IN AND FOR DUCHESNE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH

ROOSEVELT CITY,
Plaintiff,

NOTICE OF APPEAL

v.
Case No. 071000129
JUDGE JOHN R. ANDERSON

JEREMIAH ANDERSON,
Defendant.

Julie George, counsel for the Defendant Jeremiah Anderson, hereby files this Notice
of Appeal on his behalf for the Conviction imposed on verbally on November 8,2007 and docketed
on or about that date.
Dated this 16th Day of November, 2007.

Juli^Kfeorge
Attorney for Defendant

MAILING CERTIFICATE
I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing pleading was mailed,
postage prepaid, as well as faxed to:

ROOSEVELT CITY PROSECUTOR
72 NORTH 300 EAST (123-14)
ROOSEVELT, UTAH 84066
this 16TH November, 2007.

EXHIBIT B
JUDGEMENT & COMMITMENT

a

L

^ ^ ;w? f

BY:_
EIGHTH DISTRICT CT-ROOSEVfiLTTDUCHESNE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH
ROOSEVELT CITY,
Plaintiff,

MINUTES
SENTENCING
SENTENCE, JUDGMENT, COMMITMENT

vs,

Case No: 071000129 MO

JEREMIAH LAGRAND ANDERSON,
Defendant.

Judge:
Date:

JOHN R. ANDERSON
November 8, 2007

PRESENT
Clerk:
brigittt
Prosecutor: BRADLEY BROTHERSON
Defendant
Defendant's Attorney(s): MARK A BESENDORFER
DEFENDANT INFORMATION
Date of birth: April 7, 1977
Audio
Tape Number:
cdl29roos
Tape Count: 10:57:20
CHARGES
LEWDNESS INVOLVING A CHILD - Class A Misdemeanor
• Disposition: 10/02/2007 Guilty
Plea: Not Guilty
LEWDNESS INVOLVING A CHILD - Class A Misdemeanor
• Disposition: 10/02/2007 Guilty
Plea: Not Guilty
LEWDNESS INVOLVING A CHILD - Class A Misdemeanor
- Disposition: 10/02/2007 Guilty
Plea: Not Guilty
HEARING
TAPE: cdl29roos
COUNT: 10:57:20
Sentencing recommendations are given. The Court proceeds to
sentencing. Defendant is required to register as a sex offender.
Jail may be served after Thanksgiving. The Court will allow work
release if this is available through the jail.

Page 1

Case No: 071000129
Date:
Nov 08, 2007
SENTENCE JAIL
Based on the defendant's conviction of LEWDNESS INVOLVING A CHILD a
Class A Misdemeanor, the defendant is sentenced to a term of 3 65
day(s) in the Duchesne County Jail. The total time suspended for
this charge is 245 day(s).

SENTENCE FINE
Charge # 2

Fine
Suspended
Surcharge
Due

$0.00
$2310.81
$5000.00

Charge # 3
Charge # 4
Total Fine:
Total Suspended:
Total Surcharge:
Total Principal Due:

$5000.00
$0
$2310.81
$5000.00
Plus Interest

SENTENCE FINE PAYMENT NOTE
Defendant is to pay the fine at not less than $250 per month. He is
to make the first fine payment 30 days after his release from jail,
and thereafter by the end of every month.
SCHEDULED TIMEPAY
The following cases are on timepay 071000129.
The defendant is to pay $250.00 monthly on the 8th.
The number of payments scheduled is 24 plus a final payment of
$90.36.
The first payment is due on 11-8-2009 the final payment of $90.36
is due on 11/08/2011. The final payment may vary based on
interest.
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Case No: 071000129
Date:
Nov 08, 2007
ORDER OF PROBATION
The defendant is placed on probation for 2 year(s).
Probation is to be supervised by Tri County Probation.
Defendant to serve 12 0 day(s) jail.
Defendant is to report to the Duchesne County Jail.
Defendant is to report by November 23, 2007 by 4:00 p.m..
Defendant is to pay a fine of 5000.00 which includes the surcharge.
Interest may increase the final amount due.
Pay fine to The Court.
PROBATION CONDITIONS
Defendant is to keep the Court informed of his current address at
all times and appear before or report to the Court whenever
requested to do so.
Defendant is not to possess or consume alcohol or be present where
alcohol is possessed or consumed.
Defendant is not to consume or possess any illegal drugs or
prescription drugs not prescribed to him.
Defendant is to violate no laws, other than minor traffic offenses,
of the State of Utah, its municipalities, or of the United States.
Defendant is to complete a substance abuse evaluation and complete
any counseling recommended as a result of the evaluation.
Defendant is to sign the probation agreement with Tri County
Probation and abide by the terms of the agreement.
Defendant is to report to Northeastern Counseling and complete a
substance abuse evaluation and successfully complete any
recommended treatment. Defendant may report 3 0 days after his
release from jail.
Defendant may do work release from the jail.
Defendant is to provide proof of completion of treatment.
Defendant is to register as a sex offender.
Defendant is to report to Duchesne County Jail on November 23rd by
4:00 p.m.
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Case No: 071000129
Date:
Nov 08, 2007
Defendant is to serve 120 days jail.
Dated this _$

day of

j^QV

, 20 0 ^
^

^

JOHN Ifeed^f^©RSg)irection oMhe Judge
D i s t r i c t Court Judge
Clerk.
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CERTIFICATE OF NOTIFICATION
a copy of the attached document was sent to the
e for case 071000129 by the method and on the date
METHOD
Mail

Mail

Mail

By Hand

day of

NAME
JEREMIAH LAGRAND ANDERSON
Defendant
357 NORTH 400 EAST 85-12
ROOSEVELT, UT 84 066
TRI COUNTY COURT PROBATION
Probation Officer
515 NORTH 2500 WEST
P.O. BOX 219
VERNAL UT 84078
MARK A BESENDORFER
Attorney DEF
942 E 7145 S STE A-203
MIDVALE UT 84 047
ROOSEVELT CITY

^ftp •

20_03l.

Deputy Court Clerk
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